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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: Amendment filed 02/23/05. 

2. Claims 1-28 are pending. Claims 1, 5, 13 and 21 are independent claims. 
Claims 21-28 are newly added claims. Claims 13 and 16 have been amended. 

3. US Patent 6,067,551 , Brown et al. has been utilized as a 35 USC 1 02 reference 
for claims 1-2, 4-8, and 13-16. Effective November 29, 1999, subject matter which was 
prior art under former 35 U.S.C. 103 via 35 U.S.C. 102(e) is now disqualified as prior art 
against the claimed invention if that subject matter and the claimed invention "were, at 
the time the invention was made, owned by the same person or subject to an obligation 
of assignment to the same person." Thus Examiner has utilized Moody et al., US 
5,890,177 for claims 1, 3, 5, 9-10, 13, 17-18, 11-12and 19-20. See below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1-2, 4-6, 8, 13-14, 16, and 21-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Brown etal. . US 6,067,551, 5/23/00 (filed 11/14/97). 

The applied reference has a common assignee with the instant application. 
Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it constitutes prior art 
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under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) might be overcome 
either by a showing under 37 CFR 1 .132 that any invention disclosed but not claimed in 
the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and is thus not the 
invention "by another," or by an appropriate showing under 37 CFR 1 .131 . 

In reference to claim 1 , Brown teaches a simultaneous multi-user editing of a 
document. See abstract. Compare to "a method for enabling simultaneous multi- 
user editing of an original document". Brown's system comprises the following: 
-Allowing a user to access a document for editing. See column 1 , lines 45-55. 
Compare to "receiving a request form a first user to open the original document". 
-Recognizing multiple-user editing of the document. Compare to "determining 
whether the original document is in use by a second user". See column 2, lines 
45-65 and column 18, lines 45-65 

-Creating a local copy of the document for editing by each user where the first copy 
duplicates the master copy. Brown teaches creating a local copy of the document for 
editing by each user where the first copy duplicates the master copy. See column 1 8, 
lines 45-65 and column 2, lines 45-65. It is inherent in Brown's system that the 
duplicate copies of the master copy would be linked to the path of the original document 
that is used by the MCF. Compare to "in response to a determination . . .creating a 
local copy and storing a path of the original document". See column 1 8, lines 45- 
65 and column 2, lines 45-65. 

-In response to a save operation, if a current edit is being made to a paragraph in the 
master copy, the user's local copy is updated to correlate with the latest saved version 
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of the master copy, while preserving current edits still pending. If an edit is not being 
made by another user, then updating the local copy with the latest saved version of the 
master copy. See figures 2A-2E and figure 3 and column 11, lines 15-67. Brown 
teaches creating a local copy of the document for editing by each user where the first 
copy duplicates the master copy. See column 18, lines 45-65 and column 2, lines 45- 
65. It is inherent in Brown's system that the duplicate copies of the master copy would 
be linked to the path of the original document that is used by the MCF. Compare to "in 
response to a receipt of a request to save changes. . .determining whether the 
original document is still in use by another user; in response to a determination 
that the original document is not still in use by another user, merging the local 
copy with the original document; in response to a determination that the original 
document is still in use by another user. . .subsequent merge of the saved local 
copy and the original document can be performed. " 

In reference to claim 2, Brown teaches a unlock/lock flag associated with a 
master copy to indicate whether the copy is in use or not by another user. See column 
11, lines 43-50. 

In reference to claim 4, Brown teaches that In response to a save operation, if a 
current edit is being made to.a paragraph in the master copy, the user's local copy is 
updated to correlate with the latest saved version of the master copy, while preserving 
current edits still pending. Once the local copy is merged with the master copy, the 
edits are saved in the master copy for future use. See figures 2A-2E and figure 3 and 
column 11, lines 15-67. 
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In reference to claim 5, Brown teaches a simultaneous multi-user editing of a 
document. See abstract. Brown's system comprises the following: 
-Allowing a user to access a document for editing. See column 1 , lines 45-55. 
Compare to "receiving a request form a first user to open the original document". 
-Recognizing multiple-user editing of the document. See column 2, lines 45-65 and 
column 18, lines 45-65. Creating a local copy of the document for editing by each user 
where the first copy duplicates the master copy. Brown teaches creating a local copy of 
the document for editing by each user where the first copy duplicates the master copy. 
See column 18, lines 45-65 and column 2, lines 45-65. It is inherent in Brown's system 
that the duplicate copies of the master copy would be linked to the path of the original 
document that is used by the MCF. Compare to "in response to a determination . . 
.creating a local copy and storing a path of the original document in connection 
with the local copy". See column 1 8, lines 45-65 and column 2, lines 45-65. 
-Upon a user saving and closing the master copy, the user version number is compared 
to that one user to the master copy version identifier number and based on that 
comparison, reconciling the master copy and the local copy of the document. If there is 
a conflict, the reconciliation waits until the pending edits takes place. Meanwhile, a 
different user can access the master copy. See columns 13-14, "Reconciliation 
Procedure" and "Conflict Resolution Procedure", lines 43-52. See also figures 2A-2E 
and 3 and columns 11, lines 15-67 and 18-19. Compare to "notifying the first user 
that the original document is no longer in use. . .merging changes. . .identified by 
the stored path". 
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In reference to claim 6, recognizing multiple-user editing of the document. See 
column 2, lines 45-65 and column 18, lines 45-65. Creating a local copy of the 
document for editing by each user where the first copy duplicates the master copy. See 
column 1 8, lines 45-65 and column 2, lines 45-65. 

In reference to claim 8, upon a user saving and closing the master copy, the user 
version number is compared to that one user to the master copy version identifier 
number and based on that comparison, reconciling the master copy and the local copy 
of the document. If there is a conflict, the reconciliation waits until the pending edits 
takes place. Meanwhile, a different user can access the master copy. See columns 13- 
14, "Reconciliation Procedure" and "Conflict Resolution Procedure", lines 43-52. See 
also figures 2A-2Eand 3 and columns 11, lines 15-67 and 18-19. 

In reference to claim 13, Brown teaches a simultaneous multi-user editing of a 
document. See abstract. See figure 2A for the file server. Compare to "a file server 
operative to maintain an original document at a document location; a document 
editor operative to make changes to the original document". Brown teaches a 
unlock/lock flag associated with a master copy to indicate whether the copy is in use or 
not by another user. See column 1 1 , lines 43-50. Compare to "set a flag on the 
original document, the flag indicating that the original document is in use by a 
first user". If the flag is locked, then the re is a specified amount of time to allow the 
master file to be set in unlock mode so that the user's local copy overwrites the master 
copy. See figures 2A-2E. Brown further teaches that a user's local copy must first be 
updated from the master copy before a local copy can be saved. The user's latest 



Application/Control Number: 09/598,856 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2176 

saved local copy is compared to the master copy in a paragraph-by-paragraph manner 
to determine if any subsequent edits made to the master copy were to a specific 
paragraph that was edited by the user since the last save operation. Thus it identifies 
whether conflicts are present with respect to any of the current edits being made. If 
there are conflicts, a dialog box is displayed to the user interface screen that displays 
the conflicts that are present and requests the user to either "accept" or "reject" each of 
the conflicting previous edits. See column 14 "Conflict Resolution Procedure". See 
columns 13-14. Compare to "in response to determination that the flag is set. . 
.create a local copy of the original document and to store the document location 
with the local copy, so that the change to the local copy can be merged with the 
original document at a later time." 

In reference to claim 14, Brown teaches recognizing multiple-user editing of the 
document. See column 2, lines 45-65 and column 18, lines 45-65. Creating a local 
copy of the document for editing by each user where the first copy duplicates the master 
copy. See column 18, lines 45-65 and column 2, lines 45-65. 

In reference to claim 16, If the flag is locked, then the re is a specified amount of 
time to allow the master file to be set in unlock mode so that the user's local copy 
overwrites the master copy. See figures 2A-2E. 

In reference to claim 21 , Brown teaches a simultaneous multi-user editing of a 
document. See abstract. Compare to "a method for enabling simultaneous multi- 
user editing of an original document file without reference to a multi-user control 
file". Brown's system comprises the following: 
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-Allowing a user to access a document for editing. See column 1 , lines 45-55. 
Compare to "receiving a request form a first user to open the original document". 
-Recognizing multiple-user editing of the document. Compare to "determining 
whether the original document is in use by a second user". See column 2, lines 
45-65 and column 18, lines 45-65 

-Creating a local copy of the document for editing by each user where the first copy 
duplicates the master copy. Compare to "in response to a determination . . .creating 
a local document file. . . and storing a path of the original document. . .". See 

column 18, lines 45-65 and column 2, lines 45-65. 

-In response to a save operation, if a current edit is being made to a paragraph in the 
master copy, the user's local copy is updated to correlate with the latest saved version 
of the master copy, while preserving current edits still pending. If an edit is not being 
made by another user, then updating the local copy with the latest saved version of the 
master copy. See figures 2A-2E and figure 3 and column 1 1 , lines 15-67. Brown 
teaches creating a local copy of the document for editing by each user where the first 
copy duplicates the master copy. See column 18, lines 45-65 and column 2, lines 45- 
65. It is inherent in Brown's system that the duplicate copies of the master copy would 
be linked to the path of the original document that is used by the MCF. Compare to "in 
response to a receipt of a request to save changes. . .determining whether the 
original document is still in use by another user; in response to a determination 
that the original document is not still in use by another user, merging the local 
copy with the original document; in response to a determination that the original 
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document is still in use by another user, saving the local document file with the 
path. . .part of the local document file. " 

- Brown teaches that a user's local copy must first be updated from the master copy 
before a local copy can be saved. The user's latest saved local copy is compared to the 
master copy in a paragraph-by-paragraph manner to determine if any subsequent edits 
made to the master copy were to a specific paragraph that was edited by the user since 
the last save operation. Thus it identifies whether conflicts are present with respect to 
any of the current edits being made. If there are conflicts, a dialog box is displayed to 
the user interface screen that displays the conflicts that are present and requests the 
user to either "accept" or "reject" each of the conflicting previous edits. See column 14 
"Conflict Resolution Procedure". See columns 13-14. Compare to "in response to a 
request from a user to open the saved local document file, prompting the user to 
merge. . .the original document file; wherein the original document file is 
progressively updated with merged edits. . .may be accessed by subsequent 
editors". 

In reference to claim 22, Brown teaches a simultaneous multi-user editing of a 
document. See abstract. Brown's system comprises the following: 
-Allowing a user to access a document for editing. See column 1 , lines 45-55. 
Compare to "receiving a request form a first user to open the original document". 
-Recognizing multiple-user editing of the document. See column 2, lines 45-65 and 
column 18, lines 45-65. Creating a local copy of the document for editing by each user 
where the first copy duplicates the master copy. Compare to "in response to a 
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determination . . .creating a local copy and storing a path of the original 
document". See column 18, lines 45-65 and column 2, lines 45-65. 
-Upon a user saving and closing the master copy, the user version number is compared 
to that one user to the master copy version identifier number and based on that 
comparison, reconciling the master copy and the local copy of the document. If there is 
a conflict, the reconciliation waits until the pending edits takes place. Meanwhile, a 
different user can access the master copy. See columns 13-14, "Reconciliation 
Procedure" and "Conflict Resolution Procedure", lines 43-52. See also figures 2A-2E 
and 3 and columns 11, lines 15-67 and 18-19. Compare to "notifying the first user 
that the original document is no longer in use. . .merging changes. . .identified by 
the stored path". 

In reference to claim 23, upon a user saving and closing the master copy, the 
user version number is compared to that one user to the master copy version identifier 
number and based on that comparison, reconciling the master copy and the local copy 
of the document. If there is a conflict, the reconciliation waits until the pending edits 
takes place. Meanwhile, a different user can access the master copy. See columns 13- 
14, "Reconciliation Procedure" and "Conflict Resolution Procedure", lines 43-52. See 
also figures 2A-2E and 3 and columns 11, lines 15-67 and 18-19. 

Claims 24-28 are rejected under the same rationale used in claims 2, 3, 1 0, 1 1 , 
and 12 above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 7 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brown etaL US 6,067,551, 5/23/00 (filed 11/14/97) in view of PhametaL US 
6,560,719 B1, 6,560,71 9B1, filed 5/17/00. 

In reference to claims 7 and 15, Pham teaches a system in which a remote 
platform is enabled to duplicate each registry key change in a local platform. See 
abstract. Pham also teaches that a backup of a registry key from a local computer to a 
remote computer is kept in order to synchronize the data involved upon the occurrence 
of any changes. Furthermore, a duplicate copy is always stored and available should 
any problem occur with the local platform such as a modification. See column 2, lines 
45-67. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to incorporate registry key association with a local copy in the system of 
Brown because it keeps the user from having to provide a manual backing-up of the 
registry keys everytime something is updated. See column 2, lines 1-15. Furthermore, 
it saves a considerable amount of time and effort to accomplish the synchronization 
process. See column 2. 

8. Claims 1,3,5, 9-1 0, 1 3, and 1 7-1 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Moody et aL US 5,890,177, 3/30/99 (filed 4/24/96). 
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In reference to claims 1 and 3, Moody teaches a method for consolidating edits 
made by multiple editors working on multiple document copies. Each editor edits his 
own document copy using an editing application. The editing copies are consolidated to 
make a final document copy by eliminating duplicate text in sections. Moody teaches 
having an original document and edited document copies. See figure 3. See figures 
4A-4C in which the save function is disclosed. The original document is compared to 
the edited copy and if there is a match with the paragraphs, changes are made. In 
consolidating the documents, the system waits until all the editors have completed their 
copies in order to merge. Compare to "receiving a request from a first user to open 
the original document . .determining whether the original document is in use by a 
second user. . .is in use. . .creating a local copy and storing a path of the original 
document; in response to the receipt of a request to save changes to the local 
cop, determining whether the original document is still in use by another user. . 
.not still in use. . .merging the local copy with the original document. . .is still in 
use. . .saving the local copy with the path of the original document such that a 
subsequent merge of the saved local copy and the original document can be 
performed". While Moody does not state that if the original document is still in use, a 
local copy with the path of the original document is saved for a subsequent merge; 
however, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to recognize that 
the "edited copies" are stored until the other edited copies are complete as there would 
be no other way to maintain track of the edited copies that have not been merged yet, 
thus Moody is saving those local or edited copies until all editors have completed their 
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editing. See figure 3 and columns 4-5. Moody further teaches that the local copies of 
the documents are transmitted via the Internet or email and given to the editors. See 
column 4, lines 30-40. Moody further teaches that the editors can return the edited 
copies to the author by means of e-mail or other transmission. See column 4, lines 43- 
64. This email is then used in the consolidation process. 

In reference to claims 5, 9, 13, and 17, Moody teaches a method for 
consolidating edits made by multiple editors working on multiple document copies. 
Each editor edits his own document copy using an editing application. The editing 
copies are consolidated to make a final document copy by eliminating duplicate text in 
sections. Moody teaches having an original document and edited document copies. 
See figure 3. See figures 4A-4C in which the save function is disclosed. The original 
document is compared to the edited copy and if there is a match with the paragraphs, 
changes are made. In consolidating the documents, the system waits until all the 
editors have completed their copies in order to merge. Moody teaches a means 
responsive to the identification of the second section for creating a consolidated 
document which simultaneously displays both edited and unedited portions of each of 
the first and the second sections and a means responsive to the creation of the 
consolidated document for determining changes between the first section and the 
second section; editing means controlled by user commands for selecting desired 
changes to be made in the first section from the determined changes and a means 
responsive to a user command for forming the final document which includes the 
unedited portions of the first section and the selected desired changes. Compare to 
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"receiving a request from a first user to open the original document . . 
.determining whether the original document is in use by a second user. . .is in 
use. . .creating a local copy and storing a path of the original document; in 
response to the receipt of a request to save changes to the local cop, determining 
whether the original document is still in use by another user. . .not still in use. . 
.merging the local copy with the original document. . .is still in use. . .saving the 
local copy with the path of the original document, such that a subsequent merge 
of the saved local copy and the original document can be performed". While 
Moody does not state that if the original document is still in use, a local copy with the 
path of the original document is saved for a subsequent merge; however, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to recognize that the "edited copies" are 
stored until the other edited copies are complete, thus Moody is saving those local or 
edited copies until all editors have completed their editing. See figure 3 and columns 4- 
5. Moody further teaches that the local copies of the documents are transmitted via the 
Internet or email and given to the editors. See column 4, lines 30-40. Moody further 
teaches that the editors can return the edited copies to the author by means of e-mail or 
other transmission. See column 4, lines 43-64. This email is then used in the 
consolidation process. 

In reference to claims 10 and 18, Moody teaches a method for consolidating 
edits made by multiple editors working on multiple document copies. Each editor edits 
his own document copy using an editing application. The editing copies are 
consolidated to make a final document copy by eliminating duplicate text in sections. 
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Moody teaches having an original document and edited document copies. See figure 3. 
See figures 4A-4C in which the save function is disclosed. The original document is 
compared to the edited copy and if there is a match with the paragraphs, changes are 
made. In consolidating the documents, the system waits until all the editors have 
completed their copies in order to merge. Compare to "receiving a request from a 
first user to open the original document . .determining whether the original 
document is in use by a second user. . .is in use. . .creating a local copy and 
storing a path of the original document; in response to the receipt of a request to 
save changes to the local copy, determining whether the original document is still 
in use by another user. . .not still in use. . .merging the local copy with the 
original document . .is still in use. . .saving the local copy with the path of the 
original document, such that a subsequent merge of the saved local copy and the 
original document can be performed". While Moody does not state that if the original 
document is still in use, a local copy with the path of the original document is saved for 
a subsequent merge; however, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to recognize that the "edited copies" are stored until the other edited copies are 
complete, thus Moody is saving those local or edited copies until all editors have 
completed their editing. See figure 3 and columns 4-5. In providing a copy of the 
original document via email, the user is supplying the path of the original copy. See 
figure 2B. 
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9. Claims 11-12 and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Moodv etal. . US 5,890,177, 3/30/99 (filed 4/24/96) in view of Thome 
et aL US 5,958,005, 1 1 /28/99 (filed 7/1 7/97). 

In reference to claims 11-12 and 19-20, Moody teaches a method for 
consolidating edits made by multiple editors working on multiple document copies. 
Each editor edits his own document copy using an editing application. The editing 
copies are consolidated to make a final document copy by eliminating duplicate text in 
sections. Moody teaches having an original document and edited document copies. 
See figure 3. See figures 4A-4C in which the save function is disclosed. The original 
document is compared to the edited copy and if there is a match with the paragraphs, 
changes are made. In consolidating the documents, the system waits until all the 
editors have completed their copies in order to merge. Compare to "receiving a 
request from a first user to open the original document. . .determining whether 
the original document is in use by a second user. . .is in use. . .creating a local 
copy and storing a path of the original document; in response to the receipt of a 
request to save changes to the local cop, determining whether the original 
document is still in use by another user. . .not still in use. . .merging the local 
copy with the original document. . .is still in use. . .saving the local copy with the 
path of the original document, such that a subsequent merge of the saved local 
copy and the original document can be performed". While Moody does not state 
that if the original document is still in use, a local copy with the path of the original 
document is saved for a subsequent merge; however, it would have been obvious to 
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one of ordinary skill in the art to recognize that the "edited copies" are stored until the 
other edited copies are complete, thus Moody is saving those local or edited copies until 
all editors have completed their editing. See figure 3 and columns 4-5. Moody does not 
teach inserting a default entry into the subject or message body field of the email note; 
however, Thome does. Thorne teaches a method for communicating data text 
messages such as e-mail in which the fields are filled with default values so that the 
user can retain all the values without having to compose the message. See column 7, 
lines 1-15 and abstract. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to incorporate Thome's default entry into email fields in the 
system of Moody since a default entry keeps the user from having to enter information 
into the fields. See column 7, lines 1 -1 5 of Thorne. 

Response to Arguments 
1 0. Applicant's arguments filed 02/23/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant statement that a basis for rejection regarding claims 21-28 has not 
been presented in previous action is inaccurate. Claims were rejected on pages 9-1 1 . 
The claim numbers were not listed in the grouping of claims; however, they were 
rejected in the previous office action and above. 

Applicant argues with respect to claim 1 that Brown does not teach "in response 
to determination that the original document is not in use by another user, 
identifying a location for the original document using the stored path and 
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merging the local copy with the original document". Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. 

Applicant argues neither Brown nor Moody teach storage of an original document 
path with a local copy of an original document and thus fails to teach every limitation of 
the present invention. Applicant's amendment recites, "storing a path of the original 
document in connection with the local copy" and "in response to determination 
that the original document is not in use by another user, identifying a location for 
the original document using the stored path and merging the local copy with the 
original document". Examiner notes that storing the path of the original document in 
connection with the local copy is different from storing the original document. Brown 
stores the latest master copy which is used to compare the latest save local copy. The 
master copy is stored with a master copy version identifier. See figure 3. Brown 
teaches comparing the user version with the master version and reconciling the master 
copy and the local copy by sorting out any conflicts. Applicant argues that Brown's 
invention differs from the claimed invention since he teaches employing the MCF to 
track information concerning local copies rather than the original document itself and 
does not need to store the original document location for future use in merging 
documents. Examiner respectfully disagrees that the claimed invention is different from 
Brown's teachings since Brown does teach storing the original document. Although the 
original document can be modified, it is not a requirement that the original document be 
modified unless the user chooses to save the local copy edits over the master copy 
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based oh input from the user. See columns 19-20. In view of the comments above, the 
rejection in view of Brown is maintained. 

Applicant argues that Moody also fails to teach storing an original document path 
with a local copy of an original document. Examiner respectfully disagrees. Moody 
does not state if the original document is still in use that a local copy with the path of the 
original document is saved for subsequent merge; however he does teach that "edited 
copies" and "original documents" are stored until other edited copies are complete. See 
figure 3 and columns 4-5. The local copies of the documents are transmitted to the 
editors. Moody teaches having an original document and edited document copies. See 
figure 3. See figures 4A-4C in which the save function is disclosed. The original 
document is compared to the edited copy and if there is a match with the paragraphs, 
changes are made. In consolidating the documents, the system waits until all the 
editors have completed their copies in order to merge. 

With respect to amended claims 1 , 5, 1 3, and 21 , Applicant argues that the path 
of the original document is not stored in connection with the local copy. Brown teaches 
creating a local copy of the document for editing by each user where the first copy 
duplicates the master copy. See column 18, lines 45-65 and column 2, lines 45-65. It is 
inherent in Brown's system that the duplicate copies of the master copy would be linked 
to the path of the original document that is used by the MCF. 

With respect to claims 1 and 5, Applicant argues that Moody does not teach "in 
response to the receipt of a request to save changes to the local copy, determining 
whether the original document is still in use by another user" and "in response to a 
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determination that the original document is not still in use by another user, merging the 
local copy with the original document." Moody teaches that the system waits until all the 
editors have completed their copies in order to merge the edits into an original. See 
figures 3, 4A-4C and columns 4-5. While Moody does not state that if the original 
document is still in use, a local copy with the path of the original document is saved for 
a subsequent merge; however, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to recognize that the "edited copies" are stored until the other edited copies are 
complete, thus Moody is saving those local or edited copies until all editors have 
completed their editing. See figure 3 and columns 4-5. Moody further teaches that the 
local copies of the documents are transmitted via the Internet or email and given to the 
editors. See column 4, lines 30-40. Moody further teaches that the editors can return 
the edited copies to the author by means of e-mail or other transmission. See column 
4, lines 43-64. This email is then used in the consolidation process. 

Conclusion 

1 1 .Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented 
in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

1 2. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Rachna Singh whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4099. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (8:30AM-6:00PM). If attempts to 
reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Joseph 
Feild can be reached on 571-272-4090. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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